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REMARKS 



. : Claim i-&^&^Xfftie& mWfcreseat application and remain jMnt&giftat ;v 
issue. <k^ : k^.<^% 13 and 22 were amended to clarify limitattoas therein. No new 

matter has been added. 

AB j^d^ claims have been rejected under 35 U.S.C 101, as the Exammeree*t^ tfe 
diseased inventions itiK^e^e z& ffiereibre lacks utility. Claims 1-27 tto.eiiW|i' . 
rejected under 35 U.$- £ 112; first paragiaph, as failing to comply with me enablement 
requirement. Further, Claims 1,2,4-7, 13, and 17-19 have been rejected under 35 O.S.C. 102(e) 
as anticipated by Wilbur (listed at *U* of Examiner ^Notice of References Ckeda&*MV 
In^^ Claims 13, 18 and 19 stand reject imder 

1 02(e) as atttitipated'by U.S. Pie-Grant Publication No. 2004/0059265 to Candy (hereafter 
"Candy"). Claims 3 and 15 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Applicant's 'Watfmit^ prior art* Claims g and 9 are also rejected under 103(a) as 
unpateniabfe o^^Vi^ & Wof U.S. Patent No. 5,658,239to DelmeMco (hereafter 
"Dehnenico"). <3aims l0-12 stand rejected under 103(a) as unpatentable over Wiftiert to view 
of U.S. Patent No: 5,119,801 to Eizenhoefer (hereafter "Eizenhoefer"). Claims 14 and 23-27 

> as unrentable over Wilbert in view of Eizenboefer and fuiti^ m , 
^ Claims 20-22 stand rejected under 103(a) as uaijiatenyirfe-bver 
Candy in view ofWubert. Applicant traverses each of these rejections and respectfully requests 
reconsideration in view of the amendments above and the arguments 
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Section 101 Refection 

ThVEraiittneii has cited to four Referenced diagrams to illustrate that a planar or flat ffthfe-. 
does notiesuh fiom a reflected energy source as set forth in the pending claims. Tins is just 
untrue; . 

Figure i ofpre pteSentaj^cation is a prior art device illustrating to elliptical inflective 
surfece, resulting inn04^a%ar waves. $imflariy> Figure 3 of the present Offfee Ac^aon 
ilVustrates anelirptical surface (1980), a spherical surface (1985), a lens focusing a flat wave 
(1986), and a paraboloid focusing a cylindrical^ shaped wave. Conversely, Figure 2 of the . 

>n Utilizes a parabolic surface with a focal point at F to reflect a spftfericf4 shock 
fibm the focal point. The manner in whiciilhiardevice 
produces the planar waves is discussed sufficiently in paragraphs 23-26 of the present 




tive and tbxse skiUed mine art would have 
little difficulty; ^di^catmg the c^ed mvention based solely on the di&Iosu&of the present 
application. Accordingly, withdrawal of the §101 rejection is respectfully requested. 
Section 112 Reifectiott 

As ^statM' : a^^;'^tM&ed invention is operative and fully disc&Setf in ^preSeift: y 
application. Applicant refers die Exfiminer to paragraphs 23 through 26 of the present 
application; It is a fact that a paraboloid has a single focus point. Diverging waves from the 
focus, uttch as ^ spherical- waves disclosed, will hit the paraboloid surfece and be reflected in < 
i^M^h^'^^^^'^'- 4 ^ *fhfe is similar to the inverse of a satelfife dish wfoere plaiifiJ 
i pom die satellite) ateittftected from me dish onto the receiver at the focus pomt Here, 
the spade gap is placed at me fbcus point and the wave, initially spherical, is i 



waves I 
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Reply to Office Aetftwtt of 

towaidtnfe s«te^^)^^i* ;: «rpfeas».' Including Figure 2, tiie claimed mveatibn is disclosed in* 
such a detailed maimer as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains to male and 
use the same. 

In ligfrt of ffiese ssgimients, Applk^ot respectfully requests withdrawal of the §1 12 
rejections. 

Section 102fe> Rejections 

The Examiner has oddly rejected Claims 1, 2, 4-7, 13 and 17-19 as being anticipated by 
Wittfert; Hbweveri the 3ExamW used the same reference to reject the claims undiw Section 161, 
stating that me reft^hce showed the production of a planar wave was not possible. Essentially, 
the Examiner is admitting that Wilber does not disclose Ihe production of planar waves. This 
much is true. 

fefcttad,Wi^ 

disclosure of focused waves cawnot be saidto anticipate the present claims directed to a 
parabolic reflective surface for producing planar waves. Accordingly, rejection under §102(e) is 
improper. 

^onside^fl d Apei 
Applicant contends that all claims are in condition for allowance. 
Section 103ifaVReiectioBs 

As discussed above, Wilber does not disclose die production of planar waves using a 
par$©lfc f ^a^ anticipate a plane* y&ve eimer . . 

Accbrdingly, even if ofte of skill in the art were to consider each of these reference*; atone Or in 
combination, they would not be taught to produce a planar wave using a pafaboHc- reflective 
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Amdt: tfetfe& S^d^ 4, 2007 
Reptyto^^^ 

surfese. If the Bfco&Mfcfef ihowght such wais disclosed in the cited references, he Svould mt have 
token the time to reject the claims under Sections 101 and 1 12. 



RecpnsMCTjsition of &e fcei^iig claims is respectfully requested. 
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CENTRAL PAX CENTER 
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CONCLUSION 

I under 35 TJ.S.C. 101, 35 VS.C. 112, first ; , 
paragraph, lb2(e>,;>and/or 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Applicant has traversed *ach of these . 
rejections and has explained how the claimed invention is operative, enabled in the present 
disclosure, and novol and nott-obvious over the cited art. All claims are considered to be m. 
<xjndilta©Wor ai^ claims in view of the amendments above wA tim 

Should any fbtmalities remain which can be addreissed by Examiner's amendment, 
Applicant requests the undersigned attorney be contacted in an attempt to expedite the 



Respectfully submitted, 




f.Diehl 
PTO Reg. No. 35,11 8 
Seyfarth Shaw LLP . 
Attorneys for Assignee 
131 South Dearborn Street 
Suite 2400 

Chicago, Illinois 60603-5577 
312-460-5000 
312-460-7000 (fax) 
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